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In re Application of \' 
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Multiple Earth Statlona . ' 

Attorney's Docket No: 4016^24 ^ : •. . 



SPRE in Technology Center 2600 
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Patent Pending 

ExamifienLee Nguyen 
Gtoup Art Unit: 2682 



Raleigh, North Cairblina 
7 October 2003 



Petttlon to Review Reatrlc tfon Reautrameht Under 37 C.F.R. 61.144 



Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1 .144. Applicant herewtth Petitions that the Commisgloner review 
the restriction requirement. While no fees should be required for thfs petition, the Patent Office 
Is authorized to charge any required fees to Deposit Account 1 8-11 67. 

in an Office Communication dated 1 5 January 2003, the Examiner asserted that the 
application Included two distinct inventions. Group I Included claims 1-35 while Group II 
included claims 36-50. In a response dated 10 Febmary 2003, Applicant elected the claims In 
Group I with traverse. In an Office Communication dated 2 May 2003, the Examiner upheld the 
restriction requirement. As such, Applicant petitions the Commissioner to reconsider and 
withdraw the restriction requirement 

The Patent Office may require restriction between two sub-combinations disclosed as 
usable in a single combination If at least one of the sub-combinations can be shown to be 
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separately usable. "The ejiamlner rhUst show, by way of example, that orie of the subr 
combmations. has utility other thari in ih© disclosed obmbinatloh.* MPEP 806.05(cl), 

In the Office 6ommunteatioh dated 15 Jartuaty^^^ 
invention clairned in QroufS 1, dairps j-35, ia dravirn. to am^nna diversity wHile the Invention 
claimed in Group 11, claims 36^, is dravwi to multiplexing. Accbiding to the Examiner, the 
daims of Group II We 'separate suefi as multiplex communicatloh.'' Applicant ,- : 
respectfully disagrees, Iridependeht claim 36 jhciudes "a plurality of feeder link antennas that ■ 
receive feeder link signals from said at least two ground stations." Similarly, independent dalm 
41 includes "a feeder link antenna for rweKrihg feeder link signals from said ^t least Vno ground 
stations." ThSreforei. while bi^^Ims ^6 and 41 (Group 11) both ihdude multiplexer/demultiplexer 
features, they are also drawn to antenna diversfty. ■ . . ' . 

Independent claim 47 Ihcludeis "receMng at said sa^^ 
feeder link signals from said second plurality.of ground stations." Similarly, Independent claim 
SO Includes "coupling the amplified slgnals...to the feeds of a muitipte-feed reflector antenna..." 
Again, while claims 47 and 50 (Group II) both include mu.lfplexlng/demuitlplexing features, they 
are also drawn to antenna diversity. Because claims 1-36 (Group I) and claims 36-50 (Group II) 
are all drawn to antenna diversity, claims 1-50 are drawri to a single Inventive concept. 
Therefore, the restriction requirement is improper. 

In «iB Office Communication dated 2 May 2003, the Examiner upheld the restriction 
requirement. The Examiner asserted that the restriction was proper because the claims of 
Group I "require polarization diversity and do not require multiplexing,' while the claims of Group 
II "require multlplaxing and do not require polarization diversity." However, as discussed above, 
both groups of daims are drawn to ant&nna diversity, a fact that the Examiner did not address in 
the follow-up communication. As such. Applicant reiterates that claims 1-35 (Group I) and 
claims 36-50 (Group II) are drawn to a single Inventive concept. Therefore, the restriction is 
Improper and should be withdrawn. 
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